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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

1 . The numbering of claims is not in accordance with 37 CFR 1 . 1 26 which requires 
the original numbering of the claims to be preserved throughout the prosecution. When 
claims are canceled, the remaining claims must not be renumbered. When new claims 
are presented, they must be numbered consecutively beginning with the number next 
following the highest numbered claims previously presented (whether entered or not). 

Misnumbered claim 17 (the second claim 17, dependent on claim 16) has been 
renumbered as 18 for this action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 7-8, claim 7 recites the limitation "said another iteration" in line 
1 . There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim because claim 5, 
from which claim 7 is dependent on, recites "an iteration" on line 22, but not "another 
iteration". 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Cottone et al. (US 6,677,958) (hereafter, "Cottone"). 

Regarding claim 1, Cottone teaches a method for color calibrating a transmissive 
display system comprising the steps of: 

applying signal values that select a target color in a look-up table in said display 
system to establish color on a screen of said display system (Fig. 2, step 30, see col. 3, 
lines 45-65, and col. 4, lines 1-2, where the target color can be selected from database 
which is the equivalent of a look-up table); 

noting color displayed on said screen (Fig. 2, step 32, see col. 4, lines 2-7); 

comparing said color to said target color to determine if said color is within 
specified tolerance range (Fig. 2, step 34, see lines 2-7, where checking to see if the 
luminance level is at least 3 decades lower than a maximum luminance level is 
checking to see if it is in a tolerance range); and 
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calibrating said display system when it is not within said tolerance range to 
provide a color within said tolerance range (Fig. 2, step 36, see col. 4, lines 7-9). 

Regarding claim 2, Cottone teaches a method wherein said color comparing step 
includes the steps of: 

determining an evaluation parameter for said color (see col. 4, line 2 where the 
luminance level is the parameter); 

determining a target evaluation parameter for said target color (see col. 4, lines 
2-7, where the target evaluation color is at least 3 decades lower than a maximum 
luminance level); 

comparing said color evaluation parameter to said target color evaluation 
parameter to establish a parameter difference value (Fig. 2, step 32 and step 34, where 
measuring the target value and comparing it to the AIM value is inherently establishing 
a parameter difference value); 

comparing said parameter difference value to said specified tolerance range (Fig. 
2, step 32, see col. 4, lines 2-7, where checking to see if the measured target is equal to 
the aim target inherently involves checking to see if it is in a specified tolerance range, 
even if that tolerance is zero); and 

correcting said color when said parameter is not within said tolerance range (Fig. 
2, step 36, see col. 4, lines 7-9). 
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6. Claims 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 

Aleksic (US 20030210221). 

Regarding claim 14, Aleksic teaches a transmissive display system comprising: 
a look-up table (see para. 40, lines 1-12) coupled to receive signals (Fig. 6, 

signals 531-533) representative of colors to be displayed on a screen of said 

transmissive display system (Fig. 6), said look-up table having data accessed by said 

signals, said data determining illumination levels of primary color filters associated with 

pixels on said screen (see para. 40, lines 1-12); 

a backlight providing illumination of said primary color filters (Fig. 1 , backlight 

136); and 

a processor coupled to said backlight wherein backlight luminance is selected in 
accordance with ambient light conditions (see para. 12). 

Regarding claim 15, Aleksic teaches a transmissive display system wherein said 
processor includes a light sensor (Fig. 1, light detector 145) that senses ambient light 
levels and selects backlight luminance in accordance with sensed ambient light levels 
(see para. 21, lines 1-12). 

Regarding claim 16, Aleksic teaches a transmissive display system wherein said 
processor includes a light sensor (Fig. 1, light detector 145) that senses ambient light 
levels and provides an indication of optimum backlight luminance (see para. 21, where it 
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is clear that the sensed ambient light is used to indicate the optimum backlight 
luminance). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cottone 
in view of Matsuda et al. (US 7,034,852) (hereafter, "Matsuda"). 

Regarding claim 3, Cottone teaches the limitations of claim 2 as discussed 
above, and Cottone further teaches establishing an evaluation parameter for color 
displayed in response to said correcting step (Fig. 2, see col. 4, lines 2-7, where the 
luminance value is the evaluation parameter); and comparing said response color to 
said target color to determine if said response color is within said specified tolerance 
range of said target color (Fig. 2, step 34, where checking to see if the measured target 
is equal to the aim target inherently involves checking to see if it is in a specified 
tolerance range, even if that tolerance is zero). However, Cottone does not explicitly 
teach adjusting said signal values for said target color to obtain modified signal values. 

However, Matsuda does teach a color calibration system for a display that 
adjusts signal values for said target color to obtain modified signal values (Fig. 2, 
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section 450, see co.. 10, lines 33-35, where the calibration information output is 
modifying the input signal values R1, G1, and B1 to become R2, G2, and B2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to incorporate the teachings of Matsuda in the method of Cottone 
in order to add an extra level of color calibration by using calibration information on input 
signals prior to their input into a look-up table. 

9. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cottone 
in view of Aleksic. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Cottone teaches the limitations of claim 1 as discussed 
above, however it does not teach a method comprising the steps of checking color 
displayed on said screen in a second ambience light condition, to determine a second 
ambient light color; comparing said second ambient light color to said target color to 
determine if said second ambient light color is within said specified tolerance range; 
adjusting backlight level when said second ambient light color is not within said 
tolerance range to provide a color within said tolerance range. 

However, Aleksic does teach checking color displayed on said screen in a 
second ambience light condition, to determine a second ambient light color (see para. 
34, lines 11-14, where any detection of the amient light color at a later point in time is a 
second ambient light color under a second ambient light condition); comparing said 
second ambient light color to said target color to determine if said second ambient light 
color is within said specified tolerance range (see para. 34, lines 11-14, where the 
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ambient light color is compared to a color lookup table, which inherently involves 
checking to see if it is within a specified tolerance range); adjusting backlight level when 
said second ambient light color is not within said tolerance range to provide a color 
within said tolerance range (see para. 34, lines 14-21). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to incorporate the teachings of Aleksic in the method of Cottone in 
order to have a method of counteracting the effects of ambient light color on the display 
color. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

10. Claims 4-6, 9-13, 17, and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

1 1 . Claims 7-8 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

12. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Relative to dependent claim 4, the prior art of record (Cottone, Matsuda, Aleksic) 
does not teach a signals adjusting step of subtracting backlight tristimulus values from 
corresponding target color tristimulus values to provide a corrected target color 
tristimulus values. 
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Relative to dependent claim 17 and 18, the prior art of record (Cottone, Matsuda, 
Aleksic) does not teach a ratio determinator which provides a ratio of a first backlight 
luminance to a second backlight luminance: and a luminance modifier coupled to said 
ratio determinator to modify target color luminance in accordance with said ratio . 

Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Kim (US 20020060759) teaches a LCD that adjusts the backlight 
in order to achieve a proper display color. Stuppi et al. (US 7,002,546) teaches a 
luminance and chromaticity control of a LCD backlight based on detected levels of 
color. Yamamoto et al. (US 20010008395) teaches a display that factors in a 
brightness preservation ratio of the backlight. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sameer K. Gokhale whose telephone number is (571) 
272-5553. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 AM - 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Amr Awad can be reached on (571) 272-7764. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

SKG Sameer Gokhale 

June 2, 2006 Examiner 
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